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STATE OFFICE BUILDING
ISSUES AND VULNERABILITIES

The current condition of the Minnesota 

State Office Building creates vulnerabilities 

that increasingly threaten the Houseõs 

ability to protect occupants ðthe public, 

staff, and Members ðand their participation 

in the democratic process.

MINNESOTA



HISTORY OF THE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

1931-1932 Construction

ÁIntended as an office building 

housing various commissions, 

boards and departments

ÁNot designed for legislature or 

the House of Representatives

ÁFunction did not include gathering 

space for public committees or 

hearings



HISTORY OF THE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

Prior to that time only certain 

committee chairs and leaders had 

individual private office space. Other 

members had only their Chamber desk.

1974 House Members receive offices 

in the State Office Building

ÁLast major renovation

ÁEnclosed the interior courtyards

ÁAdded hearing rooms in attempt to accommodate public participation

1984 Building Renovation



HISTORY OF THE STATE OFFICE BUILDING

ÁWorkspaces for: 

Á 134 Members of the House of Representatives

Á 230 House staff

Á Staff and officials of the Secretary of State, Legislative Coordinating Commission, 

Office of the Revisor, Legislative Reference Library, Legislative Budget Office, 

Capitol Barbers

ÁTen hearing rooms (4 medium and 6 small)

Á Seating capacity ranges from 50 to 200 people (combined audience and dais)

Á Attendance routinely exceeds seating capacity

2022 Current Occupancy and Use



MAJOR CONCERNS

ÁOutdated infrastructure

ÁSafety hazards

ÁBarriers to access to public services and facilities for 

people with disabilities

Á Inadequate space for visitors, public participation, and staff

ÁLife Safety and Security systems for the building

The State Office Building does not meet current local and 

State building codes, standards, workplace needs, and public 

access and accommodation needs. 
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State Office Building Facility Condition Assessment
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Agenda

ÅFacility Condition Assessment (FCA) Methodology & Purpose

ÅFCA Results

ÅOn-Going Facilities Management Challenges

10



Methodology & Purpose

ÅRule Based Assessment that Assigns Condition Scores to Each Major System Within a Building

ÅBased on Standardized Cost Models From R.S. Means

Å¦ǘƛƭƛȊŜǎ ά.Ŝǎǘ tǊŀŎǘƛŎŜέ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ tǊƻǘƻŎƻƭǎ

ÅConducted by Trained Facility Assessors

ÅArchitect or Engineering Professionals Who Attend Intensive Assessor Training
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Å Interior Walls & Ceilings
Å Interior Finishes
Å HVAC Systems
Å Electrical System
Å Plumbing System
Å Elevators

Å Foundation Systems
Å Slab
Å Building Structure
Å Building Envelope
ÅWindows
Å Exterior Doors



Methodology & Purpose

ÅEach Facility System is Assessed

ÅAssigned a Condition Value of 1 ς5 (1 low, 5 high)

ÅRating is Plugged Into an Algorithm and Presented as a Summary that Factors in Maintenance 
Backlog, System Quantity, Condition, Age and Replacement Value for Each System

ÅThe Algorithm Generates a Facility Condition Index (FCI) for the Building

ÅThe FCI Correlates to the Building Condition

ÅThe FCA Provides an Excellent Means for Maintenance Prioritization

ÅUsed as an Asset Management Tool for Federal, State and Local Governments

ÅThe Last FCA was Conducted in July 2020 
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Methodology & Purpose

The Facility Condition Assessment Culminates With the Development of a Facility Condition Index (FCI)*

FCI Rating Scale
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Excellent FCI<0.05

Good 0.05<FCI<0.15

Fair 0.15<FCI<0.30

Poor 0.3<FCI<0.5

Crisis 0.5<FCI

* Where: FCI=Sum of System Deferred Maintenance/Sum of System Replacement Values 



Results              

Slab & Basement Walls 
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Stress Cracks, Leakage 

Fair



Results              

Exterior Windows 
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Age, Lintels Corroding, Thermal Breaks Failing, Energy Inefficient



Results              

Exterior Doors 

16Age, Seals Failing, Frames Rusting, Energy Inefficient

Fair



Results              

Roof Covering (Includes Drainage System) 

17

Poor

Overall Age of Roofing System, Areas of Cracked Terra Cotta Tile, Missing Nails, Leaks in Various 
Locations, Roof Trusses and Joists Structurally Sound 



Results              

Ceilings 
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Poor

Age, Stains, Grime, Cracks 

Fair



Results              

Plumbing Systems (Water & Sewer) 
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Poor

Age, Build-up in Waste Piping, Inadequate Slope for Low Flow Fixtures, Insufficient Valving

Fair



Results              

HVAC System (Controls & Distribution) 
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Poor

Piecemeal, Pneumatically Controlled, Pipe Connections Failing, Difficult to Maintain Constant Temps, Threat of Leaks

Fair


